An analysis was made of behavior demonstrated during videotaped family interaction in an unstructured situation (interpreted as interpersonally stressful). Twenty families contained a disturbed child (aggressive, socially withdrawn, or distractible); 10 were normal control families. Repeated judgments were made on evaluative, directing, and activity dimensions. Analyses of covariance (covariate: amount of talking) showed significant differences between fathers but not mothers or children. Fathers of "normal" children were evaluatively neutral and nondirecting (suggesting low attempts to control others) and untalkative (suggesting social independence). Fathers of "disturbed" children showed "controlling" and/or "dependent" behavior: fathers of distractible children were evaluatively extreme and talkative; fathers of withdrawn children were neutral, nondirecting, and talkative; fathers of aggressive children were negatively extreme, directing, and untalkative.
verbal and nonverbal communication patterns in different types of families (e.g., Bugental, Love, Kaswan, & April, 1971 ) and the use of direct videotape feedback as a facilitator of improved family communication (e.g., Love, Kaswan, & Bugental, in press ).
The observations made in this study differed in several ways from the preponderance of family studies. First, we measured spontaneous behavior in an unstructured situation as opposed to the more typical structured family task. It was hoped that the use of a relatively free interaction situation would result in less stereotyped behavior than would be given in response to a structured task. Second, we included the father as well as the mother in our observations. Although family studies have tended to focus on the mother-child relationship, the significance of the father for the occurrence and form of behavior problems in children was noted some time ago by Peterson, Becker, Hellmer, Shoemaker, and Quay (1959) ; and the mounting evidence since that time has acted against the one-sided focus on the mother. Third, the comparisons made were between normal families and families containing a child demonstrating a conduct problem or personality disorder. As noted in Frank's 285 (1965) review of studies concerned with the role of the family in child psychopathology, analysis of family processes has focused on relatively severe problems (in particular, schizophrenia). In contrast, the children studied here were functioning within regular classes but were seen by school personnel as needing help. The most common problems they manifested were those of aggressiveness, social withdrawal, and poor attention control.
For our videotape analyses, we selected three primary variables adapted from Osgood's dimensions (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957 ). Osgood's well-known three dimensionsevaluation, potency, and activity-have been found to account for a good deal of the variance of connotative meanings in both verbal and nonverbal domains (Osgood, 1962) . Factor analyses of parental behavior have identified two commonly agreed-upon dimensions which may be considered variations of evaluation and potency; acceptance versus rejection and restrictiveness (control, dominance) versus permissiveness (e.g., Becker, 1964) . Briefly, the three major dimensions employed in our analyses were: activity (amount of energy expended in a communication), directing (the extent to which a communication explicitly attempts to direct or limit the behavior of another person), and positive versus negative evaluation (the extent to which a communication is friendly, approving or considerate rather than unfriendly, disapproving, or inconsiderate; measures were made of each individual's average evaluative behavior and the range of his evaluative behavior).
METHOD

Family Sample
The original group from which we drew our samples included 91 "disturbed" and 29 "normal control" families (Love et al., in press) . The "disturbed" group included children, aged 8-12, referred by school personnel for behavioral or emotional disturbances in the classroom and playground. "Normal control" children were obtained by asking one-third of the referring teachers, randomly selected, to select a child in the same classroom (matched for sex with the referred child) who did not demonstrate significant or chronic problems at school. Referring schools represented a broad socioeconomic range, varying from upper-to lower-class areas.
For this study, 20 "disturbed" and 10 normal control families were selected from the total sample for detailed analysis of their videotaped interactions. In our subsample, there were no significant differences or trends between groups in IQ, sex, family size, or birth order. As a chance selection factor, there was a trend (p = .10) for disturbed children to be slightly older (X = 9.85) than normal control children (X = 8.90). The only significant difference between groups was in family composition: 9 out of 20 "disturbed" families contained only one parent (there were 18 mothers and 13 fathers in the "disturbed" sample), whereas all normal control families contained both parents. This difference reflected the generally higher incidence of broken homes in the background of disturbed children. Fuller description of sample characteristics appears elsewhere (Love et al., in press; Bugental et al., 1971) .
Referred children were classified into behavioral categories on the basis of school referral information: aggressiveness (expresses anger physically; is hostile, disruptive, uncooperative, and defies authority); social withdrawal (anxious, insecure, low in self-confidence, dependent on teacher); and poor attention control (poor work habits, immaturity, distractibility).
3 Ratings were made independently by three experienced psychologists on the basis of written teacher description of the child's behavior. Six children in this subsample presented a primary problem of "aggressiveness" (i.e., ratings on this dimension were higher than ratings on other dimensions), six were primarily "socially withdrawn," and eight had a primary problem of "poor attention control." The reliability of these referral category ratings is reported in Bugental et al. (1971) . There were no significant differences or trends between these referral groupings as a function of socioeconomic level, family composition, age of child, number of children, birth order, or sex of child.
Videotape Sample
All families were videotaped during their initial visit to the clinic (from an adjacent room) while they were in a waiting room equipped with one-way vision mirrors and a visible microphone. The families all knew they would be observed and recorded. The waiting room contained toys, a blackboard, juice and cookies, but no reading material. Analysis is reported here only for the first 5 min. of the family's stay in the waiting room (subsequent time periods were analyzed for other purposes, for example, Bugental et al., 1971) .
Procedure
A group of judges were shown one videotape at a time. Each time the tape was shown, ratings were made of a different member of the primary family (mother, father, target child). Although siblings were present, they were not rated for reasons of economy. The videotape recorder was stopped every 30 sec., and ratings were made of one person on activity, directing, and evaluative dimensions. Raters were instructed to base their judgments on the actual observable behavior demonstrated in each 30-sec. time period.
The activity and directing dimensions were rated on a scale from 0 (absence of indicated behavior) to 6 (strong manifestations of indicated behavior). The evaluative dimension was rated on a scale from +6 to -6 with a neutral (0) point between. The three dimensions were defined for the judges by repeated showings of videotaped, acted polar scenes which demonstrated the extreme high and extreme low scale points of the dimensions in all channels. Brief verbal descriptions of the anchors were used to help define them; for example, positive evaluative behavior was denned as "friendly, approving, or considerate." To measure the amount of talking, simple stopwatch records were made by two raters of the length of time each family member talked.
Judges
The judges were five parent-aged women 4 selected from a group of 11 on the basis of their consensual accuracy (agreement with norms) in rating material for which normative ratings by many judges was available. They were trained for approximately 4 hr. by making repeated ratings of practice videotaped messages and receiving feedback on the ratings made by others. Interjudge agreement was measured on the basis of their ratings of actual family tapes, made subsequent to preliminary selection and training procedures. The median interjudge reliabilities (r) were .80, .64, and .84 (mother, father, child) for activity; .85, .71, and .76 for ratings of directing; and .81, .90, and .71 for evaluative ratings. These reliabilities are low, but with the exception of father-activity ratings, can be considered minimally acceptable. The judges were unaware of the purpose of the project or the nature of the families. None of the judges had a background in psychology. There is evidence from other research that naive judges can make global ratings of this type as reliably and validly as experienced judges (Shapiro, 1968) .
Amount of talking was clocked with a stopwatch by one of the authors and an assistant. Interjudge agreement WaS high (^fathers = -95; ("mothers = .95; J-children = .96).
Interrelationship of Variables
Intercorrelations between all variables (including the control variable, amount of talking) are shown in Table 1 . The most consistent intercorrelations were between activity and other variables. These are the same judges as used in another study (Bugental et al, 1971) . Ratings described here were made prior to ratings of selected messages in independent channels. There was a time separation of about 3 mo. between the two sets of ratings. Channel ratings of short messages were found to be uninfluenced by prior ratings of these longer sequences. 
RESULTS
Analysis of covarlance techniques were applied separately to mothers, fathers, and children for each major variable (covariate: amount of talking). As can be seen in Table  2 , there were no significant differences between mothers or children as a function of child groupings. 6 Compared to fathers or children, all mothers were evaluatively controlling (highly directing, evaluatively extreme) and talkative. Separate analyses of one-parent versus two-parent families revealed no significant differences between the behavior of mothers or children. Differences between father groups were significant for evaluative range, 6 negative extremity, and for the covariate, amount of talking; group differences 6 All scores in Table 2 can be seen to be very low. This is a function of our rating procedures. When judges rated the average activity (evaluation, or directiveness) for an entire 30 sec., there was a flattening effect due to the frequent instances of essentially no activity of any kind. The net consequence was a rating restriction to either the middle (evaluative dimension) or the low end (directiveness, activity) of the scales. This introduces a conceptual problem (e.g., thinking of a range of 2.34 as large), but it in no way diminishes from the validity of our comparisons (scores were normally distributed). 6 Evaluative range (as opposed to variance) was chosen as more descriptive of the behavior we observed, that is, occasional instances of strong affect (positive or negative). However, group differences for fathers were also significant for evaluative variance. on directiveness represent a strong trend (p = .06).
DISCUSSION
Sequential ratings of the waiting room behavior of fathers, but not mothers, were found to be significantly related to differential patterns of child disturbance in school. It appears that direct observation of relatively spontaneous family behavior in an unstructured setting is particularly sensitive to differential response patterns among fathers. The child's reported behavior in school was found to be related to three father behaviors: how much he talked, his range of evaluative behavior (in particular his negative extremes), and how directing he was. Fathers of normal control children were low on all three variables: they talked infrequently, they were evaluatively neutral, and they were not directing in their behavior.
Fathers of disturbed children, on the other hand, responded to this situation with varying combinations of highly directing behavior, evaluative extremity, and/or high talkativeness. Evaluative extremity and directing behavior (correlated dimensions for fathers) may be interpreted together as attempts to control the behavior of others; this was the behavior pattern demonstrated by fathers of two groups of disturbed children (aggressive children, distractible children). In the context employed in this study, a high amount of talking was interpreted as reflecting situational social dependence, 7 as suggested by Rabble's (1963) finding that the need to talk contributes to affiliative behavior under stress conditions. Although talking was initially introduced as a control variable, it may also be interpreted as a socially dependent response to an unstructured, unfamiliar and potentially threatening situation. High verbalization rates were evidenced by fathers of two groups of disturbed children (socially withdrawn children, distractible children).
In view of the small sample of fathers meaisured, the degree of differentiation obtained is surprising and will, of course, require cross-: validation. It may be that fathers, unlike mothers, have few advance expectations of appropriate father-child behavior in a waiting •room setting and thus respond spontaneously !and differentially to the unclear, presumably stressful situation. The behavioral differenceŝ observed between fathers must be interpreted ias situation specific; for example, the high talkativeness of the fathers of withdrawn children represents a response to this interpersonally stressful situation and should not lead to the conclusion that they always talk a lot to their families.
The behavior of the fathers of aggressive children was in general agreement with the literature on child-rearing antecedents of aggressiveness (e.g. Becker, 1964) : fathers of aggressive children were negatively controlling (evaluatively extreme, directing, and negative) and socially independent (low amount of talking). Although there were no significant group differences between children, the most positive ratings were given to aggressive children, indicating that they do not directly imitate father negativity. Their school behavior ("express anger physically; hostile, disruptive, uncooperative, defy authority"), however, provides a close parallel to the father's waiting room behavior. It appears that when the father is negative and controlling, the child (under the observation conditions employed here) fails to demonstrate a matched response in his presence but does model the father's hostile behavior in the school environment where such behavior is likely to be less dangerous than with his punitive father. This finding is consistent with the results of others who have found that regardless of socioeconomic level or method of study, aggressive boys come from homes in which parents are rejecting and punitive (e.g., Bandura & Walters, 1959; McCord, McCord, & Howard, 1961; Sears, Whiting, Nowlis, & Sears, 1953) ; but their aggression is more likely to be demonstrated when the aggressive model is not present (e.g. Eron, Walder, Toigo, & Lefkowitz, 1963) . This finding can be interpreted in a modeling framework or it may follow some version of the frustration-aggression hypothesis.
Fathers of socially withdrawn children demonstrated a behavior pattern which was essentially opposite to that of the fathers of aggressive children: they were not controlling (evaluatively neutral and nondirecting) and they were socially dependent (high amount of talking). Although we have focused on social dependence in interpreting talkativeness in this presumably anxiety-inducing situation, talkativeness has also been used as a measure of dominance, an interpretation which presumably would be more accurate in a structured or less stressful situation. The low amount of evaluative affect expressed by the fathers of socially withdrawn children resembles the find-• ings of Mishler and Waxier (1968) for schizophrenic families, observed to be very low in expressiveness. The school behavior of the socially withdrawn children themselves (in this study), described as "anxious, insecure, low in self-confidence and dependent," resembled that of their fathers in the waiting room. Again, this suggests an indirect modeling process.
Fathers of "distractible" children demonstrated behavior which was characteristic of mothers (in general): they were evaluatively extreme and socially dependent (talkative). The combined pattern of parental behavior was that of overreaction or affective inundation. The behavior of the children themselves, both at school and in the waiting room, might be interpreted either as a reaction to the parental behavior pattern or, alternately, as a cause of the parents' behavior. Their school behavior was that of "distractibility, immaturity, and poor work habits." In the waiting room, it was observed anecdotally that they paid very little attention to their parents (needing to be called repeatedly) and their focus of interest shifted rapidly from one toy to the next. Correspondingly, they might either be seen as withdrawing their attention to escape excessive parental attention, or their behavior might be interpreted as eliciting exaggerated parental attempts to get their attention.
Our failure to obtain significant differences between mothers of disturbed versus normal control children should not be interpreted as indicating that mother behavior is unimportant for the child disturbances studied here; it only indicates that there were no measurable differences in the behavior of the groupings of mothers we observed within this particular setting. It has been well established that mothers demonstrate controlling and intrusive behavior when they are being observed, in an apparent effort to elicit socially desirable behavior from their children (e.g., Merrill, 1946) . Such efforts among our sample of mothers may have produced a superficial similarity on the broad behavioral categories measured here.
Because our sample included a disproportionately large number of boys, we cannot say for sure how much our findings are true only for boys and how much they are true for all children within this age range. Additionally, the small sample size of father groupings suggests that considerable caution should be taken in making generalizations. However, the degree of differentiation observed on the basis of small behavior samples with a small number of cases does suggest that replication would be well justified. To the extent that our findings are supported by future test, the measurement of spontaneous videotaped interaction in an unstructured situation appears to reveal subtle but clearly distinguishable differences in father behavior.
